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Preface 
 
 
 
Social capital is a relatively new term for LEI. In this report a research framework is pro-
posed to support the development of agricultural collaborations, based on both social 
capital and communication theory.  
 The target group of this report is the broader scientific community. After having read 
this report, one will admit that the concept of social capital allows for an open debate about 
issues such as social structure, norms and habits (in economics) and about the linkage of 
social capital with communication. It is also an opportunity to bring a wide range of de-
bates into policy discussions in the same way that the concept of 'sustainability' has 
brought a wide range of views together for discussion, despite (or because of) the different 
definitions used. 
 Part of this research has been performed at the University of Minnesota in St. Paul 
(USA) where the research has been carried out in cooperation with Rob King. We would 
like to thank Vernon Eidman (head of the Department of Applied Economics) for both the 
possibility to perform part of the research at this department and the hospitality during the 
two months the research has been performed here. Furthe rmore, we would like to thank 
Dick Broeker (Experiment of Rural Cooperation) for his expertise, enthusiasm and for the 
hospitality in attending several interesting meetings (in Southeast Minnesota).  
 
 
 
 
Prof. Dr. L.C. Zachariasse 
 
Director General LEI B.V. 
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Summary 
 
 
 
Nowadays, many farmers are joining production networks to jointly produce and market 
their products. In this way, farmers respond to the economic pressures they experience, due 
to increasing concentration of activities in other links in the supply chain (mostly retail ac-
tivities). The development of such collaborations in the agri- food chain is a phenomenon 
that takes place in many countries. 
 The construction and functioning of these collaborations are often related to prob-
lems concerning trust and communication. For this reason, the main purpose of the 
research is to support (the development of) fruitful collaborations in the food- and agr i-
business. To accomplish this purpose, the report draws upon two bodies of literature: 
theory about social capital and theory about communication. In this report, we propose a 
conceptual framework for studying social capital. Many definitions of social capital exist. 
In this research, we use the following one:  
  
'Social capital is the aggregation of potential benefits, advantages and preferential 
treatment resulting from one person or group's sympathy and sense of obligation to-
ward another person or group.'  
  
 Social relations (networks) and the interaction between persons or groups of persons 
form the basis of social capital. Moreover, trust, norms and a shared language in these ne t-
works form sources of social capital. Social capital provides socio-emotional needs, 
increases the efficiency of action and encourages cooperative behaviour, but it requires 
maintenance costs and it can limit the openness to information and to alternative ways of 
doing things. The two processes that are important for the development of social capital in 
collaboration are collaborative learning and communication. The aspects of social capital 
as described in this paragraph are included in the proposed conceptual framework.  
 The concept of communication is briefly explained as perceived by different theo-
rists. Finally, we conclude that communication is a process through which participants 
create and share information with one another to reach a mutual understanding. In this 
way, communication is always a joint occurrence, a mutual and cyclical process of info r-
mation sharing between two or more persons. The description of this cyclical process, 
which ideally ends up in convergence, is closely related to the concept of social capital. If 
two or more people unite in a common interest or focus they are more willing to treat each 
other in a preferential way compared to when they did not. However, little is said about 
how one can create potential benefits, advantages and preferential treatment that result 
from one person or group's sympathy and sense of obligation toward another person or 
group (see the definition of social capital). This lack can be met by linking social capital 
with theories about communication to finally support collaboration in agriculture. Three is-
sues we found in social capital theory related to this link are discussed in this report: the 
method of dialogue, group facilitation and conflict handling. We describe many do's and 
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don'ts concerning communication in collaboration. The three most important are included 
in the proposed conceptual framework.  
 Ultimately, we provide a deeper explanation of the linkages we see between commu-
nication theory and theory about how to build social capital. In this report, we successively 
discuss patterned flows of information, mutual understanding, signalling and shared lan-
guage, which we include in the framework. 
 We present the proposed conceptual framework in which we summarize the content 
of chapter two and three and the conclusions.  
 
 
 
 
Figure 1 A proposed conceptual framework of social capital and the linkage with communication 
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 We conclude the report with four recommendations. First, it would be interesting to 
further investigate the (internal and external) meaning of social capital for an organization 
such as LEI. Second, we recommend to further examine the role of empirical research and 
how one can use it to determine the difference in the actual and desirable level of social 
capital and what should be done to get to the desirable level of social capital. Our third 
recommendation is to further investigate the role of collaborative learning in the develop-
ment of social capital. And finally, we recommend to include a small, systematic social 
capital component in LEI projects whenever it is appropriate. Using a common methodol-
ogy to measure the presence of social capital and to observe commonly defined 
performance measures in a wide range of settings, over time could enable a 'meta' analysis 
of the impacts of social capital. 
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1. Introduction 
 
 
 
1.1 Background of the research 
 
As a result of an increasing concentration of retail activities, participants in the Dutch agr i-
cultural sector are cooperating more in order to maintain their market position. For 
example, many farmers are nowadays joining production networks - cooperative endeav-
ours to jointly produce and market products. The development of collaborations in the agri-
food chain is not only a phenomenon in the Netherlands. In many countries collaborations 
are a response to the economic pressures that are driving the evolution of the chain and en-
couraging greater vertical and horizontal co-ordination. Such collaborations are becoming 
more important for the functioning of separate links within supply chains. They can be 
considered as valuable for production and marketing and they lower transaction costs.  
 Social capital is an interesting theory in the context as described above. The reason 
for this will be further explained in section 1.2 and 1.3 in which we respectively show the 
theoretical and practical relevance of this research. Finally, section 1.4 describes the pur-
pose of the research and organization of the report. 
 
 
1.2 Theoretical relevance of the research 
 
There are two pure institutional forms for efficiently governing transactions: the market 
and hierarchy. The market relies on the strong economic incentives of competing self-
interest to assure efficiency, while hierarchy relies on authority and the ability to monitor 
and discipline self-seeking behaviour. Beyond these pure forms, Williamson (1995) and 
also others (i.e. Barkema, 1994; Mahony, 1992; in Peterson et al.) have defined hybrid 
forms of organization, including various forms of contracting, strategic alliances and joint 
ventures. Ziegenhorn (1999) specifically approaches networks as an alternative form of 
economic organization. In his book Networking the farm: the social structure of coopera-
tion and competition in Iowa agriculture, Ziegenhorn quotes Wrong (1961) who says that 
markets and hierarchies are under socialized considerations of economic behaviour. That is 
also why a growing literature is exploring the role of social relations and networks in eco-
nomic activity (Berry, 1993, 1997; Woolcock, 1998; in Lyon, 2000). Networks as a form 
of economic organization are seen as constituted by a variety of reciprocal exchanges of 
goods and information between people. As such they are embedded in a series of negoti-
ated relationships.  
 The hybrid forms of institutional organization as mentioned above utilize individual 
incentives, authority/monitoring relationships or some mix of both to align the potentially 
conflicting interests of transacting parties and thereby bring about an economically effi-
cient transaction. This creation of aligned or mutual interests minimizes the costs of 
transactions by limiting the impacts of opportunism. An interesting concept in this context 
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is social capital. Social capital is a term that comes from sociology (Coleman, 1987; Portes 
and Sensenbrenner, 1998; Sandefur and Laumann, 1998), but has become of increasing in-
terest to economists (Knack and Keefer, 1997; Schmid and Robison, 1995) and political 
science (Putnam, 1993; Fukayama, 1995) (Rudd, 2000). Chapter two will further explain 
the concept of social capital. For now, we just briefly explain the relationship between col-
laboration and social capital, since a growing number of collaborations in agriculture form 
the occasion and the context of this research. To do this we use the concepts of interest and 
trust that are related to social capital.  
 One of the differences between the pure institutional organization forms (i.e. market 
and hierarchies) and the hybrid forms of institutional organization (i.e. networks, strategic 
alliances, etc.) is the concept of interests. The pure institutional organization forms are 
mainly meant to meet self- interest. This is also true for the more hybrid forms of institu-
tional organization. However, these hybrid forms consider the interests of the counterparts 
in a different way. This is especially the case in regarding the way 'to give' and 'to take' 
take place. Considering this, the dimension of time is important in hybrid forms of institu-
tional organization. 'To give' and 'to take' do not necessarily need to follow up 
immediately. This is why trust is important in hybrid forms of organization: trust is needed 
to have a certain degree of reciprocity (in the short or in the long term). As such, to effi-
ciently collaborate in a network, mutual interests and trust are important. Growing bodies 
of literature relevant to the process of mutual interests and trust center on the concept of 
social capital (which is often related to networks).  
 
 
1.3 Practical relevance of the research 
 
Besides the theoretical relevance of the research, there are also some experiences from 
practice that show the relevance of this research. 1 These experiences are based on situa-
tions in developed agricultural countries as for example the Netherlands and the United 
States.  
 As has been mentioned in section 1.1 of this chapter, more and more participants in 
the agricultural sector fo rm collaborations to maintain their competitiveness. The main rea-
son for joining or establishing collaboration is the collective processing and marketing of 
products. Besides, by forming collaborations, the participants often hope to strengthen their 
negotiating position with their suppliers and customers. An additional advantage of work-
ing together in collaboration is the easy exchange of knowledge and information.  
 Research shows that the forming and functioning of collaborations often does not 
happen without difficulties. These difficulties often contain problems concerning the col-
lective formulation of the goal, the strategy and performing activities to finally reach the 
goal. In many cases, the essence of the problems is related to trust and communication. 
There are numerous examples of situations whereby participants in the agricultural sector 
work together in a collaboration, that does not work out the way the participants expect it 
                                                                 
1 The practical relevance of the problem is a result of the experience of researchers who observe(d) these kind 
of problems while working with collaborations. Some of the problems as described above were also observed 
during a workshop about collaborations in Maastricht (the Netherlands) on September 24th, 2001. These ex-
periences and observations are not documented.  
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to be in the beginning. In several examples, the lack of a group bond is a large problem. In 
particular, in one of the examples the participants never worked together in the past and did 
not know each other well enough. As a result, there was a fair amount of distrust in the air. 
Most of the people that were involved liked to be independent and the absence of a group 
bond made working on the collective goal difficult and sensitive. Different expectations of 
the collaboration, a different meaning of what each role should be, different interests and 
priorities of participants and the absence of a group leader made it impossible to make pro-
gress in the collaboration. Another example shows a collaboration in which the participants 
- in particular the executive committee or the leader - had the problem of not daring to 
make choices at the right moment in a structural way. The participants were afraid of what 
the consequences would be after making a choice. Besides, the scope of this group was too 
large and the participants were too different in their way of thinking that they (in fact the 
leader of the group) were not able to mobilize energy to make progress.  
 In the examples as described above, the absence or lack of social capital could be 
mentioned as one of the reasons why the collaborations did not succeed in making progress 
to finally reach their goal. This research supports collaboration in the agri- and food bus i-
ness based on both social capital and communication theory and further explores the role 
of science in this support.  
 
 
1.4 Purpose of the research and organization of the report 
 
The main purpose of the research is to support (the development of) fruitful collaborations 
in the food- and agribusiness. To accomplish this purpose, the report draws upon two bod-
ies of literature. We will first give an overview of the concept of social capital. We show a 
conceptual framework that identifies the sources, the benefits and costs and the facilitation 
of social capital (chapter 2). This conceptual framework forms the starting point from 
which we discuss theories from other scientists. The second body of literature is theory 
about communication. After having done a quick literature scan about social capital, we 
assumed that successful communication between people who want to work together in a 
group might be helpful to build social capital. In chapter three we describe some theories 
about communication and communication techniques that might help in promoting social 
capital. In the last section of chapter three we discuss the linkage between (the creation of) 
social capital and communication, which is an important part of this research, since this 
linkage is related to the support of collaboration. Finally, chapter four concludes with a 
discussion, conclusions and recommendations for further research.  
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2. Social Capital 
 
 
 
2.1 Introduction 
 
The term 'social capital' initially appeared in community studies, highlighting the central 
importance - for the survival and functioning of city neighbourhoods - of the networks of 
strong, crosscutting personal relationships developed over time that provide the basis for 
trust, cooperation, and collective action in such communities (Jacobs, 1965; in Nahapiet 
and Ghoshal, 1998)). Early usage also indicated the significance of social capital for the 
individual: the set of resources inherent in family relations and in community social or-
ganizations useful for the development of the young child (Loury, 1977; Nahapiet and 
Ghoshal, 1998). Recent research has applied this concept to a broader range of social phe-
nomena, including relations inside and outside the family (Coleman, 1988), relations 
within and beyond the firm (Burt, 1992), the organization-market interface (Baker, 1990) 
and public life in contemporary societies (Putnam, 1993, 1995; Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998). 
 The focus of much of the work has been on the reasons for collaboration and how 
trust develops (Rudd, 2000). In this chapter we do not focus on the reason for collabora-
tion. We explore the way in which social capital might affect the internal functioning of 
collaboration. To do this, we first give an interpretation of the term social capital. We pre-
sent our point of view on social capital in section 2.2 and discuss the opinion of different 
researchers on social capital in section 2.3. In the respective subsections of 2.2 and 2.3 we 
discuss the definition of social capital, the sources of social capital, the benefits and costs 
of social capital and the facilitation process to promote social capital. Finally, section 2.4 
summarizes key points from this chapter.  
 
 
2.2 A proposed conceptual framework 
 
Figure 2.1 shows a proposed conceptual framework for studying social capital. The 
framework includes the definition of social capital, its sources and consequences and the 
facilitation process of social capital. We discuss them respectively. 
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Figure 2.1 Proposed conceptual framework of social capital  
 
 
2.2.1 Definition 
 
In the past two decades, there has been much discussion on social capital (Fukayama, 
1999; Nahapiet & Goshal, 1998; Tsai & Goshal, 1998). When we really want to answer the 
question 'what is social capital?' and thus refer to social capital itself, the explanation of the 
Social Capital Interest Group (SCIG) at Michigan State University is clear and useful. We 
first give the definition of social capital according to the SCIG, and then discuss the basis 
for what they think social capital is.  
 
 'Social capital is the aggregation of potential benefits, advantages and preferential 
treatment resulting from one person or group's sympathy and sense of obligation to-
ward another person or group …' (Social Capital Interest Group, Michigan State 
University, 2000). 
 
 The SCIG (2000) believes that social relations are the basis of social capital. The 
SCIG defines social relations as the attitudes persons develop toward each other or groups 
of other persons because of their interactions. Because of social relations, persons may ac-
quire feelings of sympathy and obligation toward another person, group of persons and the 
formal organizations that represent groups of persons. Persons who are the recipie nt/object 
of feelings of sympathy and obligation have the potential to extract benefits and preferen-
tial treatment from those who hold feelings of sympathy and obligation. The SCIG believes 
that the potential for benefits from preferential treatment resulting from feelings of sympa-
thy and obligation is the essence of social capital.  
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 The SCIG does not state that their definition of social capital has produced the one 
correct definition. However, there was near consensus among their group though they rep-
resent different disciplines. Finally, they have found that they can communicate about the 
concept of social capital. For our purpose here, we adopt the definition of the SCIG. They 
see social capital as a result of interaction between persons or groups of persons. Interac-
tion is all about communication. One of the crucial features of successful cooperation and 
building social capital is communication, which is the focus of chapter 3.  
 
Nature of social capital 
To identify the potential benefits derived from feelings of sympathy and obligation as capi-
tal, suggests that social capital has capital- like qualities. The SCIG, but also others (i.e. 
Hawe and Shiell, 2000) explain the 'capital' metaphor that was borrowed from economics. 
When 'capital' is used in the economic, but also in other contexts, it suggests something du-
rable or long lasting. The word capital also suggests something that retains its identity even 
after repeated use, something that can be used up, destroyed, maintained or improved 
(SCIG, 2000).  
 An important feature of social capital, compared with other forms of capital, is that it 
is social in origin. Financial capital originates in financial markets and human capital 
originates in educational and training settings in which human skills and talents are taught 
and learned. Social capital originates from social relations. Feelings of sympathy and obli-
gation develop because of social relations, which are both (long) lasting and capable of 
supplying repeatedly preferential treatment and benefits. Thus, social capital is durable. 
However, there are also costs (consequences) involved in its acquisition (Hawe and Shiell, 
2000). For example, an investment of time and energy is required to establish and maintain 
the necessary relationship. Hawe and Shiell (2000) think perhaps the most interesting fea-
ture of social capital, however, is that it does not depreciate with use in the same way as 
most physical assets. Instead, there is a multiplier effect by which the more the stock of so-
cial capital is used the larger it becomes. However, there are limits to this process. 
Sometimes, a particularly intense action may 'destroy' one's social capital. Examples of in-
tense actions that may destroy social capital in collaboration include betrayal of 
confidences or violation of a treaty. 
 Whether or not social relations increase or reduce social capital depends on it being 
perceived as synergistic or competitive. Synergistic activities such as mutually beneficial 
economic exchanges or participation in the same collaboration for a mutually beneficial 
prize are likely to increase the stock of social capital. On the other hand, activities in which 
the outcome is competitive - one person wins only if the other person loses - not only use 
up social capital when one extracts a favour, but also have the potential to destroy one's so-
cial capital when the conflict is significant (SCIG, 2000). 
 
2.2.2 Sources 
 
The four sources of social capital mentioned in the conceptual framework (figure 2.1) are: 
networks, trust, norms and shared language. We briefly discuss them in this order.  
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Networks 
Networks (or social relations) are a critical part of social capital, providing the opportunity 
for interaction and thus collective action. One of the central themes in the literature is that 
social capital constitutes a valuable source of information benefits (i.e., 'who you know', 
affects 'what you know'). Coleman (1988) notes that information is important in providing 
a basis for action but is costly to gather. However, social relations, often established for 
other purposes, constitute information channels that reduce the amount of time and invest-
ment required to gather information. In fact, three properties of network structure - density, 
connectivity and hierarchy - are all features associated with flexibility and ease of informa-
tion exchange through their impact on the level of contact or the accessibility they provide 
to network members (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). 
 
Trust   
When two parties trust each other, they are more willing to share their resources without 
worrying that the other party will take them advantage of. Thus, cooperative behaviour, 
which implies the exchange or combination of resources, may emerge when trust exists 
(Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998).  
 Bechtel (1998) makes an important distinction in types of trust. He distinguishes 
three types of interorganizational trust, which are also relevant in the case of collabora-
tions. He first mentions trust based on control or assuring that the other party will do what 
they say: calculus-based trust. The threat of punishment is likely to be a more significant 
motivator than promise of a reward. Calculus-based trust often involves a high degree of 
monitoring to assess whether a party is being opportunistic. The second type of trust is 
called knowledge-based trust. Knowledge-based trust is grounded in the predictability - 
knowing the other party sufficiently well so that the other's behaviour is anticipatable. 
Knowledge-based trust relies on information rather than punishment as a motivator. The 
third type of trust is identification-based trust. Identification-based trust is based on ident i-
fication with the other party's desires and intentions. Trust exists because the parties 
effectively understand and appreciate each other's motivations and problems. Again, this is 
closely related to the way people communicate. 
 Transactions built on calculus-based trust often are governed by formal, contractual 
means. Calculus-based trust does not survive the occasional transaction in which benefits 
and costs are not equilibrated. The latter two forms of trust are not calculative, but are 
based rather on experience with the other parties and/or belief about their moral integrity. 
Thus, these forms of trust are likely to survive the occasional transaction in which benefits 
and costs are not equilibrated. 
 
Norms 
A norm exists in a given social setting to the extent that individuals usually act in a certain 
way and are often punished when seen not to be acting in this way (Axelrod, 1997). A dis-
tinction can be made between motivations that are based on deeply internalised norms, and 
motivations that are based on less deeply internalised norms (Portes, 1988). The interna l-
ised norms can be engendered through socialization in childhood or through experience 
later in life, specifically by the experience of a shared destiny with others. Motivations that 
are based on less deeply internalised norms can be based on obligations created in the 
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process of enforced trust (Adler and Kwon, 2000). They can be changed more easily than 
motivations that are based on deeply internalised norms. 
 Norms of reciprocity are the most visible norms (Lyon, 2000). As Putnam (1993) 
puts it, generalized reciprocity involves not 'I'll do this for you, because you are more pow-
erful than I,' nor even 'I'll do this for you now, if you do that for me now', but 'I'll do this 
for you know, knowing that somewhere down the road you'll do something for me'. This 
norm of generalized reciprocity can resolve problems of collective action and can bind 
communities.  
 
Shared language 
There are several ways in which a shared language influences the existence of social capi-
tal and the conditions for combination and exchange of knowledge and information. First, 
language has a direct and important function in social relations, for it is the means by 
which people discuss and exchange information, ask questions and conduct business in so-
ciety. To the extent that people share a common language, this facilitates their ability to 
gain access to people and their information. To the extent that their language and codes are 
different, this keeps people apart and restricts their access. Second, language influences our 
perception (Berger & Luckman, 1966; Pondy & Mitroff, 1979; in Nahapiet and Ghoshal 
(1998)). Codes organize sensory data into perceptual categories and provide a frame of ref-
erence for observing and interpreting our environment. Third, a shared language enhances 
combination capability. Knowledge advances through developing new concepts and narra-
tive forms (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). However, in order to develop such concepts and to 
combine the information gained through social exchange, the different parties must have 
some overlap in knowledge. The existence of a shared vocabulary enables the combining 
of knowledge and information.  
 
2.2.3 Benefits and costs of social capital 
 
The first benefit of social capital for the focal actor is access to broader sources of informa-
tion and the improvement of information's quality, relevance and timeliness. An important 
consequence is the increased opportunity to exchange knowledge and to learn, which will 
finally satisfy the socio-emotional need of validation and personal development. The sec-
ond benefit in this category includes influence, power and control. Such benefits allow 
individuals to get things done and achieve their goals. Finally, we mention solidarity and 
thus the reduced need for formal controls. Strong norms and beliefs, associated with a high 
degree of closure of the social network, encourage compliance with local rules and cus-
toms and will finally lead to a reduced need for formal controls (Adler and Kwon, 2000).  
 The first benefit of social capital we mentioned is the access to broader sources of in-
formation. However, this access requires a considerable investment in establishing and 
maintaining relationships. Granovetter argues (like Burt (1992) does) that weak ties are 
more effective than strong ties. Not (or not only) because they provide access to no redun-
dant information, but because they are less costly to maintain than strong ones. Second, the 
solidarity benefits of social capital may backfire for the individual in several ways. Strong 
solidarity with in-group members might reduce the flow of new ideas into the group. As 
Powell and Smith-Doerr (1994) put it, 'the ties that bind may also turn into ties that blind'. 
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Moreover, strong solidarity can lead to excessive claims, restrictions on freedom and 
downward levelling of norms (Adler and Kwon, 2000). 
 To put it briefly, social capital provides socio-emotional needs, increases the effi-
ciency of action and encourages cooperative behaviour, but it requires maintenance costs 
and it can limit the openness to information and to alternative ways of doing things. Fi-
nally, it is difficult to find the right balance between the benefits and costs of social capital 
to optimise the performance of collaborations. 
 
2.2.4 Facilitation to promote social capital 
 
Two processes are important when promoting social capital in horizontal collaboration. 
The first process is collaborative learning - the process of people in a group learning to-
gether while they work together to finally reach their goal. Through collaborative learning 
people create a shared language and shared experiences. However, to promote social capi-
tal in this learning-process it is required that people or parties must be willing and able to 
exchange socio-emotional goods such as gratitude and trust (Robison, 2001). Furthermore, 
Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) show in their research about the creation of intellectual capi-
tal1 the importance of the willingness to value and respond to diversity, openness to 
criticism and a tolerance of failure. 
 The second process is communication. Communication is a precondition for the de-
velopment and maintenance of social capital. Especially a regular dialogue, group 
facilitation and conflict handling are of importance when promoting social capital. Chapter 
3 further explains the process of communication.  
 
 
2.3 Discussion 
 
In this section we discuss insights of different researchers2 on the definition of social capi-
tal (2.3.1), the sources of social capital (2.3.2), benefits and costs of social capital (2.3.3) 
and facilitation of social capital (2.3.4).  
 
2.3.1 Definition 
 
In the past two decades, social capital has emerged as a dominant paradigm in the various 
social science disciplines (Robison et al., 1999). Although authors agree on the signifi-
cance of relationships as a resource for social action, they lack consensus on a precise 
definition of social capital. Some, like Baker (1990), limit the scope of the term to only the 
structure of the relationship networks, whereas others, like Bourdieu (1986, 1993) and Put-
nam (1995) also include in their conceptualisation of social capital the actual or potential 
resources that can be accessed through such networks (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). 
                                                                 
1 Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) use the term 'intellectual capital' to refer to the knowledge and knowing capa-
bility of a social collectivity, such as an organization, intellectual community of professional practice. This 
research is closely related to social capital research.  
2 Some researchers are already mentioned in section 2.2, but are now used because of other insights they ha-
ve. Some researchers have not been mentioned before.  
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Frame 2.1 shows some of the specific definitions of social capital by some of the promi-
nent disciplinary social capital theorists (Rudd, 2000).  
 The adoption of social capital as a dominant paradigm in the various social science 
disciplines has led to multiple and often conflicting definitions of social capital (see frame 
2.1 and Robison et al., 1999). The evidence for this was shown in a conference about social 
capital, which took place on April 20th, 1998. Social scientists and applied problem solvers 
from around the world and across disciplines attended this conference. At the beginning of 
the conference, presenters were asked to respond to twelve alternative definitions of social 
capital proposed by social capital scholars. Not one definition of social capital was gene r-
ally supported. Robison et al. (1999) suggest that the reason the conference participants 
could not generally agree on a definition of social capital was that the definitions did not 
limit themselves to answering the question: what is social capital? Instead, past definitions 
include answers to such questions as: where does social capital reside?; how can social 
capital be used? and how can social capital be changed? Fukayama also (1999) says that 
many definitions of social capital refer to manifestations of social capital rather than to so-
cial capital itself. 
 
 
1)… the social capital of a society includes the institutions, the relationships, the attitudes and values that 
govern interactions among people and contribute to economic and social development… It includes the 
shared values and rules for social conduct expressed in personal relationships, trust and a common sense of 
'civic' responsibility, that makes society more than a collection of individuals (World Bank, 1988).  
 
(2)… obligations and expectations, which depend on trustworthiness of the social environment, in formation-
flow capability of the social structure and norms accompanied by sanctions (Coleman, 1988). 
 
(3)… features of social life - networks, norms and trust - that enable participants to act together more effec-
tively to pursue shared objectives (Putnam, 1995). 
 
(4)… a capability that arises from trust in a society or certain parts of it (Fukayama, 1995). 
 
(5)… a productive asset that enables individuals to better fulfil their aspirations through access to goods and 
services via their social network and through collective action (Castle, 1998). 
 
(6)… a resource that actors derive from specific social structures and then use to pursue their interests, it is 
created by changes in the relationship among actors (Baker, 1990). 
 
(7)… the aggregate of the actual or potential resources, which are lined to possession of a durable network of 
more or less institutionalised relationships of mutual acquaintance or recognition (Bourdieu, 1986). 
 
(8)… those expectations for action within a collectivity that affect the economic goals and goal-seeking be-
haviour of its members, even if these expectations are not oriented toward the economic sphere (Portes and 
Sensenbrenner, 1998). 
Frame 2.1  Specific definitions of social capital by some of the prominent disciplinary social capital theo-
rists  
Source: Rudd (2000). 
 
 
 Like Robison et al. and Fukayama, Woolcock (1998; in Lyon, 2000) also comments 
on various available definitions. Woolcock identifies a weakness in many theoretical ap-
 23
proaches to the concept of social capital. Some see it as a combination of ties and norms 
while others see it as a 'moral resource' such as 'trust'. He asks whether 'social capital is the 
infrastructure or the content of social relations, the "medium"…. or the "message". Is it 
both?' Lyon (2000) observes that this distinction between what causes social capital and 
what it actually is, cannot be made. Social capital comes from the interplay of a range of 
factors, each of which entails social relations, that shape how agents react and these reac-
tions are shaped by existing social capital.  
 Lyon's opinion has an element of truth in it. It is not easy to make a distinction be-
tween what really causes social capital and what it actually is, especially not when social 
capital is already present. Nevertheless, it seems important that one can explain and com-
municate about the concept of social capital to further investigate and disseminate it. That 
is why a tool like a clear definition seems necessary.  
 
2.3.2 Sources of social capital 
 
An important feature of social capital - as explained before in section 2.2.1 - is that it exists 
in a social relationship. Why do people enter into and invest in a relationship? The answer 
is simple: because we are in several ways interdependent. Humans are physically interde-
pendent, because of different skills and resources. By exchanging goods and services, 
everyone can be made better off. But we are also interdependent in a socio-emotional way. 
We require validation and expressions of caring from each other. Moreover, we depend on 
personalized information for support and feedback. Because of our physical and emotional 
interdependencies, and being rational - we are all motivated by a certain degree of self-
interest - we invest in relationships (Robison, 2001).  
 Among social capital scientists, a basic consensus exists that social capital is derived 
from social relations. However, there is considerable disagreement  and confusion concern-
ing the more specific aspects of social relations that create sources of social capital. Much 
social capital research can be divided into one branch, which locates the source of social 
capital in the formal structure of the ties that make up the social network, and another 
branch, which focuses on the content of those ties.  
 Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) go further in their distinction of sources. They suggest, 
in their exploration of the role of social capital in the creation of intellectual capital, that it 
is useful to consider the sources of social capital in terms of three clusters: the structural, 
the relational and the cognitive dimensions of social capital. They separate these three di-
mensions analytically, but recognize that many of the features they describe are, in fact, 
highly interrelated.  
 Nahapiet and Ghoshal use the concept of the structural dimension of social capital to 
refer to the overall pattern of connections between actors - that is, who you reach and how 
you reach them (Burt, 1992). Among the most important facets of this dimension are the 
presence or absence of network ties between actors (Scott, 1991; Wasserman & Faust, 
1994); network configuration (Krackhardt, 1989) describing the pattern of linkages in 
terms of such measures as density, connectivity and hierarchy; and appropriable organiza-
tion - that is the existence of networks created for one purpose that may be used for one 
another (Coleman, 1988).  
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 The concept of relational dimension of social capital refers to the kind of personal re-
lationships people have developed with each other through a history of interactions 
(Granovetter, 1992). This concept focuses on the particular relationships people have, such 
as respect and friendship, that influence their behaviour. It is through these ongoing per-
sonal relationships that people fulfil such social motives as sociability, approval and 
prestige. Among the key factors in this cluster are trust and trustworthiness (Fukayama, 
1995; Putnam, 1993), norms and sanctions (Coleman, 1990; Putnam, 1995), obligations 
and expectations (Burt, 1992) and identity and identification (Hakanson & Snehota, 1995; 
Merton, 1968). 
 The third dimension of social capital, which Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) label the 
cognitive dimension, refe rs to those resources providing shared representations, interpreta-
tions and systems of meaning among parties (Cicourel, 1973). Nahapiet and Ghoshal have 
identified this cluster separately, because they believe it represents an important set of as-
sets not yet discussed in the mainstream literature on social capital. These resources 
represent facets like shared language and codes (Arrow, 1974; Cicourel, 1973; Monte-
verde, 1995) and shared narratives (Orr, 1990).  
 
 
Authors Opportunity Motivation Ability 
Brehm & Rahn, 1997 Civic participation Interpersonal trust  
Burt, 1997 Structural holes a)   
Coleman, 1988, 1990 Closure, multiplex ties Trustworthiness as norm  
Galunic & Moran, 
1999 
Structural sources Relational sources  
Leana & Van Buren, 
1999 
 Trust, associability Associability b) 
Lin, 1999 Extensity of ties Status, tie strength Education 
Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 
19998 
Structural dimension 
(network ties, network 
configuration and ap-
propriable organization) 
Relational dimension 
(trust, norms, obliga-
tions and identification) 
Cognitive dimension 
(shared codes, language 
and narratives) 
Newton, 1997 Networks Norms & values  
Ostrom, 1994 Networks  Norms  Social beliefs, rules 
Portes, 1998  Value introjection, 
norms of reciprocity, en-
forceable trust, bounded 
solidarity 
 
Putnam, 1993 Networks Norms, trust  
Uphoff, 1992 Structures Cognition (norms, val-
ues, attitudes, beliefs) 
 
Woolcock, 1998 Networks Norms, trust  
Frame 2.2  Sources of social capital  
Source: Adler and Kwon (2000). 
a) A structural hole means that an actor is connected with someone, but has no tie to that actor; b) Associ-
ability is the willingness and ability of participants in an organization to subordinate individual goals and 
associated actions to collective goals and actions.  
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 We find the sources mentioned by Nahapiet and Ghoshal, similar to those identified 
in the work of Adler and Kwon (2000). They summarize part of the literature on the 
sources of social capital in a table, using a distinction between opportunity (what creates 
opportunities for social capital transactions?), motivation (what motivates 'donors' to help 
recipients in the absence of immediate or certain returns?) and ability (what are the com-
petencies and resources at the nodes of the network?). In fact, we can compare opportunity 
with the structural dimension of social capital, motivation with the relational dimension 
and ability with the cognitive dimension of social capital. The summarization of Adler and 
Kwon (2000) is partly shown in frame 2.2.  
Striking points from frame 2.2 are networks as the opportunity for social capital and 
trust and norms as the motivation for social capital. We already described these concepts in 
section 2.2.2. But we will further explore these concepts, because they seem to be impor-
tant for the understanding of term social capital.  
 
Network(structure) as a source of social capital 
Networks are the most visible and clearly definable part of social capital and for this rea-
son they have received most attention in studies on social capital (Lyon, 2000). The 
fundamental proposition of social capital theory is that network ties provide access to re-
sources and the channels for information transmission. However, the overall configuration 
of these ties constitutes an important facet of social capital that may impact the final per-
formance of collaboration.  
 Burt (1992) devotes a lot of attention to the efficiency of different relationship struc-
tures. He argues, in particular, that the sparse network, with few redundant contacts, 
provides more information bene fits. The dense network is inefficient in the sense that it re-
turns less diverse information for the same cost as that of the sparse network (Nahapiet and 
Ghoshal, 1998). Also Flap and Völker (2001) devote a lot of attention to the efficiency of 
different relationship structures. An important conclusion of their analysis is that different 
network structures constitute different forms of social capital, depending on what goals the 
actor wants to attain. For example, when unique information is needed, a network rich in 
structural holes1 is an optimal structure (B in figure 2.2), while goals like trusting each 
other and cooperation are best served by a close network (A in figure 2.2). The network in 
figure C is recently formulated by Krackhardt (1999). He emphasized that being the link 
between two or more mutually exclusive cliques can be unpleasant. Although such a ne t-
work structure might lead to a central position, it may also create a situation in which the 
focal person is unable to conform to the norms and expectations of the different cliques in 
which he is involved. It is a double bind: whatever an actor does, he does it wrong and 
might be sanctioned. 
 Concerning networks as a source of social capital, Uphoff and Wijayaratna (2000) 
stress the importance of roles as a part of an on-going pattern of social interaction. Roles 
for decision-making, resource mobilization, communication and conflict resolution are 
supportive of collective action. This will be discussed in the next chapter.  
                                                                 
1 Burt (1992) stresses that in competitive situations individuals have an advantage over those to whom they 
are connected but who have no ties to each other. The focal actor then has a minimum of redundancy in his or 
her relations and the widest choice of interaction partners. Further, he can play the other actors off against 
each other. This is the advantage of being autonomous, of having a network with 'structural holes'.  
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Figure 2.2 Social capital in different network structures: cohesive network (A), structural holes (B) and 
network with separated cliques (C) 
 
 
Trust as a source of social capital 
There is some confusion in the literature as to the relationship between trust and social 
capital. Some authors equate trust with social capital (Fukayama, 1995, 1997); some see 
trust as a source of social capital (Putnam, 1993); some see it as a form of social capital 
(Coleman, 1998) and some see it as a collective asset resulting from social capital con-
strued as a relational asset (Lin, 1999; in Adler & Kwon, 2000). Within an organizational 
context, research has been complicated by the fact that trust is both an antecedent to and a 
result of successful collective action. Trust is necessary for people to work together on 
common projects, but trust is also a by-product of successful collective action (Leana & 
Van Buren, 1999). In the motivation-opportunity-ability scheme (see frame 2.2), trust pre-
sents itself as a key motivational source of social capital (Adler & Kwon, 2000). In other 
words: one of the reasons why people might collaborate is because there is a certain degree 
of trust.  
Researchers have defined trust in many different ways, but they generally agree that 
it requires a willingness to be vulnerable (Rousseau et al., 1998, in Leana & Van Buren, 
1999). Misztal (1996; in Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998) argues that trust is multidimensional 
and indicates a willingness to be vulnerable to another party - a willingness arising from 
confidence in four aspects: (1) belief in the good intent and concern of exchange partners, 
(2) belief in their competence and capability, (3) belief in their reliability and (4) belief in 
their perceived openness. When these beliefs are present or growing, social capital can be 
built.  
 
Norms as a source of social capital  
Norms have been defined in various ways in the different literatures and even within the 
same literature. The three most common types of definitions are based upon expectations, 
values and behaviour.  
In section 2.2.2 we mentioned the following definition: A norm exists in a given so-
cial setting to the extent that individuals usually act in a certain way and are often punished 
when seen not to be acting in this way (Axelrod, 1997). An important, and often dominant, 
reason to respect a norm is that violating it would provide a signal about the type of person 
you are. For example, if there is a norm dictating that people should dress formally for din-
ner, and you do not, then others might make some quite general inferences about you. A 
norm is likely to originate in a type of behaviour that signals things about individuals that 
will lead others to reward them (Axelrod, 1997).  
According to the definition as described above, the extent to which a given type of 
action is a norm depends on just how often the action is taken and just how often someone 
is punished for not taking it. A way to enforce a norm is to punish those who do not sup-
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port it. In other words: be vengeful, not only against the violators of the norm, but also 
against anyone who refuses to punish the defectors. This amounts to establishing a norm 
that one must punish those who do not punish a defection. Axelrod (1997) calls this a 
meta-norm.  
Norms are an important part of social capital that are drawn on by actors when mak-
ing decisions on whether to trust an individual. According to Fukuyama (1995), shared 
norms form the source of trust (Schmid, 2000). Norms define what actions are considered 
acceptable or unacceptable and can be seen as the basis of building and maintaining per-
sonalized trust. Moreover, they can be seen as a part of social structure or a habit that 
shapes intuitive actions.  
 Adler and Kwon (2000) stress that the fact that a norm is shared is surely not a suffi-
cient condition for the generation of social capital. A norm can be strong and shared, but 
they can be such that they undermine, rather than create social capital. An example is a 
clan in a wider community where people from the community can be excluded. They con-
clude that it is the specific content of the shared norms that determines whether they 
function as a source of social capital.  
 Networks, trust and norms belong to the structural and relational dimension of social 
capital. Although shared language and codes (cognitive dimension) are only mentioned 
once in frame 2.2, we stress it here as an important source of social capital. The reason for 
this is that meaningful communication - an essential part in collaborations - requires at 
least some sharing of context between the parties are involved. 
 Tsai and Ghoshal (1998) studied the way in which social capital affects the internal 
functioning of firms. They argue that a shared vision embodies the collective goals and as-
pirations of the members of an organization. When organization members have the same 
perceptions about how to interact with one another, they can avoid possible misunderstand-
ings in their communications and have more opportunities to exchange their ideas or 
resources freely. Furthermore, the common goals or interests they share help them to see 
the potential value of their resource exchange and combination. As a result, organization 
members who share a vision will be more likely to become partners sharing or exchanging 
their resources.  
 In collaboration it is important to have a shared vision, but a shared vision is not 
enough. A shared language has a direct and important function in social relations. It brings 
people together and it gives access to each information. Section 2.2.2 (below shared lan-
guage) further clarifies this.  
 
2.3.3 Benefits and costs of social capital 
 
Researchers differ in the level of analysis they use in describing social capital (Leana and 
Van Buren, 1999). It has been described as an attribute of nations or geographic regions 
(Fukayama, 1995), communities (Putnam, 1993b), individual networks (Burt, 1992a), 
firms in their interactions with other firms (Baker, 1990) and individual actors (Portes and 
Sensenbrenner, 1993).  
Another, and related, distinction among definitions of social capital concerns the 
benefits of social capital and how they are distributed across a social unit. Although in all 
models individuals can benefit from the presence of social capital, there are differences in 
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how direct those benefits are. There is a group of researchers who see social capital as an 
attribute of a social unit, rather than an individual actor, and the individual benefits from its 
presence or suffers from its absence in a secondary way (for example a street lamp). The 
alternative approach is a 'private goods' model of social capital. Some private goods treat-
ments of social capital focus explicitly on the individual and his or her accrued social 
assets, such as prestige and educational credentials. The focus in terms of outcomes is al-
ways on the individual person or unit and the types of social arrangements and strategies 
that can work to his, her or its private benefits (Leana and Van Buren, 1999). 
A large body of research has focused on the benefits of social capital. However, the 
literature on its costs is sparse. Social capital has costs, which can sometimes outweigh its 
benefits for the focal actor (Leana and Van Buren, 1999) and sometimes benefits for the 
focal actor create costs for other actors (Portes and Landolt, 1996; in Adler and Kwon, 
2000). Here we discuss the benefits and costs of social capital at the aggregate level, since 
this is most relevant for collaboration.  
 Leana and Van Buren (1999) describe in their model of organizational social1 capital 
four primary ways in which social capital can lead to beneficial outcomes for the organiza-
tion. These benefits also concern the interorganizational level. We mention the model of 
Leana and Van Buren here, because it is also relevant for collaboration in agriculture.  
First, social capital justifies individual commitment to the collective good. If ind i-
viduals believe that their efforts are an integral part of a collective, they are more likely to 
spend time doing things the organization and/or its members find useful and less time do-
ing things benefiting the individual, but not the organization.  
 Second, social capital can also facilitate flexibility rather than rigidity in the ways 
work is organized and carried out. Thus organizational social capital, with its emphasis on 
collective identity and action and its reliance on generalized trust, rather than formal moni-
toring and economic incentives, will facilitate the adoption and effectiveness of flexible or 
high-performance work practices.  
Third, social capital can function as a means of managing collective action. Rela-
tional contracts and norms, rather than transactional agreements and formal rules, are the 
operational underpinnings of behaviour between organizational members. In the language 
of economics, social capital can reduce transaction costs. 
Finally, social capital can be a facilitator of intellectual capital. Nahapiet and Gho-
shal (1998) use the term intellectual capital to refer to the knowledge and knowing 
capability of a social collectivity, such as an organization. They describe how various 
forms of social capital could facilitate the development of intellectual capital within the 
firm by providing an environment conducive to the combination and exchange of informa-
tion and knowledge. This can happen in several ways. For example, social relations can 
provide a vehicle for accessing and disseminating information that is often more efficient 
and less costly than more formal mechanisms. The shared language often found in organi-
zations strong in social capital can also be effective and efficient ways of transferring 
knowledge and thus increasing the intellectual capacity of the firm.  
                                                                 
1 Leana and Van Buren (1999) define organizational social capital as a resource reflecting the character of so-
cial re lations within the organization, realized through members' levels of collective goal orientation and 
shared trust.  
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Leana and Van Buren (1999) think that, like any asset, organizational social capital is 
not cost free. Social capital requires maintenance. Moreover, organizations strong in social 
capital may be characterized not just by institutionalised ways of thinking, but also by 
highly rigid power arrangements, leading to dysfunctional political behaviour and en-
trenched leadership. Leana and Van Buren (1999) describe the fo llowing potential costs of 
organizational social capital.  
 First, maintenance costs of organizational social capital are twofold: (1) costs associ-
ated with maintaining ongoing relationships and norms and (2) costs associated with 
maintaining slack resources. Secondly, social capital can also be an impediment to innova-
tion (Coleman, 1990). The denser and more long-standing the ties among organizational 
members, the less likely the entry of new information (Staw et al., 1981). Thus, social capi-
tal may also hamper innovation through its detrimental effect on the introduction or 
consideration of new information by members. Finally, the power structure can be that in-
stitutionalised that it limits the consideration and acceptance of innovation and change. As 
a consequence, the organization may become more internally focused and less adaptive to 
its external environment.  
 
2.3.4 Facilitation to promote social capital 
 
Social capital can be promoted in horizontal collaboration in agriculture. Horizontal forms 
of social capital involve more lateral ties between individuals within communities and help 
produce more egalitarian and robust democratic structures (Putnam, 1993a, 1993b, in War-
ner, 2001). A condition for individuals to participate in horizontal collaborations and to 
invest in and create social capital is a certain surplus, which means there must be a poten-
tial return on one's investment (Robison, 2001). 
The literature on social capital suggests that two processes are important when pro-
moting social capital in horizontal collaboration. The first process is collaborative learning 
- the process of people in a group who learn together while they work together to finally 
reach their goal. The second process is communication. We realize these two processes are 
highly interrelated. When people learn together, they interact. However, to further explain 
we describe them separately.  
 
Collaborative learning process 
In their paper about group networks in rural Australia Sobels et al.  (2001) describe the 
background of the group learning process in creating social capital. Falk and Kilpatrick 
(1999) and Falk and Harrison (1998) propose that social capital is a product of 'learning in-
teractions' in two fields. One is that people accumulate knowledge of social organization - 
who others are, what they do and what they are good at. A second is that participants de-
velop a shared understanding of individual and collective ident ities. Kilpatrick et al. (1998) 
investigated a rural business development program in Australia. They described this pro-
gram as a 'learning community' that created social capital through a shared language, 
shared experiences, trust, self-development and fostering identification with the wider rural 
community. Social capital was identified as a promoter of change through its influence on 
the learning process. However, here we say that the learning process has its influence on 
the creation of social capital. Through the group learning process, which is characterized 
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by information flows, experimentation, discussion and decision-making, social capital can 
be promoted.  
Carayannis et al. (2000) also involve in their research the learning process - in terms 
of knowledge sharing - as a mean to build social capital. They state in their paper that the 
emergence of collaboration is facilitated by the sharing of knowledge across organizational 
boundaries, which promotes the foundation of trusted relationships and builds social capi-
tal for further collaboration. Though their topic of research is at the organizational level, it 
is also applicable for horizontal collaboration in agr iculture. Since knowledge is created 
and embedded in a particular social and operational context, participants in the collabora-
tion create a shared social context through their interaction. People in the collaboration 
must cooperate to create mutually reinforcing processes of learning-by-doing and learning-
by- learning, where they share a social setting to develop and absorb knowledge in a com-
mon context.  
 Norms of interaction, such as a willingness to value and respond to diversity, and 
openness to criticism and a tolerance of failure, are also applicable in the group learning 
process when social capital needs to be built. Use of the term symbolic diversity1 in the re-
search of Flora2 further explains this.  
When there is symbolic diversity in a community, people within the community can 
disagree with each other and still respect each other. Differences of opinion are accepted as 
valid. There is an acceptance of controversy, indicated by the perception of problems from 
solutions and public discussion of alternative solutions and their implications. Problems are 
raised early and alternative solutions and their implications discussed. People who raise is-
sues are not accused of causing the problem. Discussion of the pros and cons of alternative 
solutions can be presented and argued. An individual's identity is not conflated with her or 
his position on a particular issue. In communities with high levels of symbolic diversity, 
there is an attention to process, rather than ends only. There is recognition that each solu-
tion implemented will bring new challenges. Communities that attend to this learning 
process have many local celebrations, but also the ability to learn from activities that did 
not work out as expected.  
 
Communication process 
Social relationships generally, though not always, are strengthened through interaction but 
die out if not maintained. Unlike many other forms of capital, social capital increases 
rather than decreases with use. Interaction, thus, is a precondition for the development and 
maintenance of dense social capital (Bourdieu, 1986) in horizontal collaboration. Also 
Powell (1996) argues that collaboration is buttressed by sustained contact, regular dialogue 
and constant monitoring (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). 
In order to work in an efficient way, horizontal collaborations will have to define a 
common goal and a strategy that leads to that goal. Such collaborations must discuss alter-
native resolutions, consider adverse impacts and amelioration, engage in the production 
and provision of solutions and provide for sanctions, monitoring, conflict resolution and 
                                                                 
1 The degree in which differences of gender, class, culture, age and length of time in the community are ac-
knowledged and valued for supplying new information and insight to the community process indicates the 
presence – and acceptance – of diverse symbols (Flora). 
2 Year unknown. 
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evaluation of outcomes. This interactive (goal and strategy orientation) process of identifi-
cation of alternatives, discussion, controversy and decision-making builds social capital. It 
is comparable to the process of direct democracy in which each person takes responsibility 
for their own actions and their role in collective decisions. The crucial features of partic i-
patory democracies are face-to-face communication, dialogue, controversy and critical 
assessment that serves to enlighten, educate, articulate community preferences and help re-
solve problems in an open society (Rudd, 2000).  
 Chapter three further explains the process of communication. For now, it suffices to 
stress the importance of time for the development of social capital. Like other forms of 
capital, social capital constitutes a form of accumulated history - here reflecting invest-
ments in social relations (Bourdieu, 1986). Time is important for the development of social 
capital, since all forms of social capital depend on stability and continuity of the social 
structure. Since it takes time to build trust, relationship stability and durability are key ne t-
work features associated with high levels of trust and norms of cooperation (Nahapiet and 
Ghoshal, 1998).  
 
 
2.4 Conclusion 
 
This chapter focuses on the question, 'How does social capital affect the internal function-
ing of collaborations?' In the concluding section of this chapter, we summarize the most 
important aspects of the answer to this question. 
 The way social capital might affect the internal functioning of collaboration is related 
to social relations, which are the basis of social capital. Social relations are (long) lasting 
and capable of supplying repeatedly preferential treatment and benefits, even when bene-
fits and costs are not equilibrated (since a certain period of time). Three aspects are related 
to this. First, we mention norms. Norms serve to guide, control or regulate proper and ac-
ceptable behaviour. Norms define which actions are considered acceptable or unacceptable 
and can be seen as the basis of building and maintaining personalized trust. Trust is a sec-
ond necessary aspect in a collaboration, which indicates a willingness to be vulnerable to 
another party. Trust in social relations is in general based on knowledge (i.e. knowing the 
other party sufficiently well so that the other's behaviour is anticipatable) or identification 
(i.e. identification with the other party's desires and intentions). These types of trust in so-
cial relations make it possible for collaborations to survive, even when benefits and costs 
are not equilibrated. Third, social relations are often characterized by a shared language. A 
shared language makes the combination and exchange of information in the collaboration 
easier. This might increase the efficiency of action (i.e. reduce the transactions costs), 
which ultimately improves the functioning of collaboration. Furthermore, a shared lan-
guage helps to formulate a shared vision that embodies the collective goals and aspirations 
of the people in the collaboration. A common goal or interest helps to see the potential 
value of resource exchange and combination. 
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3. Communication 
 
 
 
3.1 Introduction 
 
In section 2.2.4 we mentioned the facilitation of social capital. According to Webster's dic-
tionary, 'to facilitate' means: to promote, to aid, to make easy, to simplify. Successful 
communication can be helpful in promoting social capital.  
The literature about social capital and how it can be developed shows a rare connec-
tion with theories about communication or just simple communication tactics. While most 
of the communication studies reviewed here focus on group decision-making, those 
communication processes also promote social capital. Each process discussed fosters social 
capital as well as effective group decision-making. 
We found the most extensive description of the linkage between social capital and 
communication in the approach of the SCIG (2000). The SCIG states that the intensity and 
duration of social relations vary as does the intensity and durability of social capital created 
by social relations. The intensity of social relations may be described as a function of the 
means of communicating. Intense communication would be face-to-face contacts that oc-
cur on a regular basis. Less intense communications are those that occur periodically 
through a medium. Communications by phone, mail, e-mail and messages passed through 
a third party illustrate this latter form of communication. The intensity of communication 
may also depend on the relationship between those communicating. Face-to-face commu-
nication between strangers is likely less intense than face-to-face communication between 
a husband and  wife or a parent and a child. Finally, the intensity of social relations may be 
a function of the purpose for the communication. When the purpose of the communication 
is to enhance one's economic position, the intensity is different than when the communica-
tion is between an engaged couple strengthening their feelings of sympathy and obligation. 
There are two remarks we want to make on the approach of the SCIG. First, social 
capital and communication are interrelated, but this does not mean that social capital will 
never exist when, for example, only the Internet is being used as a communication channel 
to maintain a relationship. However, to create a network or build social capital, electroni-
cally mediated exchange is not enough. This definitely requires more, not less, face-to-face 
communication (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). Our second remark, is related to the inten-
sity of social relations which is described by the SCIG as a function of the means, the 
relationship and the purpose of communicating. The SCIG says nothing about the commu-
nication in practice1 between individuals that is related to social capital. Sections 3.3, 3.4 
and 3.5 further describe this. First, we briefly explain the concept of communication as 
perceived by Shannon and Weaver (1949), Rogers and Kincaïd (1981) and Habermas 
(1981) in section 3.2 to illustrate the context of the research. We finish this chapter with a 
conclusion (section 3.6).  
                                                                 
1 Or social communication behaviour, i.e. listening, non verbal communication, etcetera. 
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3.2 Theories about communication  
 
Linear models of communication have almost completely dominated communication re-
search in the past. An important example is the communication theory of Shannon and 
Weaver (1949; in Rogers and Kincaïd (1981). The academic field of communication 'took 
off' when they set forth their model in The Mathematical Theory of Communication. They 
defined communication as 'all the procedures by which one mind may affect another', but 
the model itself was designed for purposes of electronic engineering. It is essentially a lin-
ear, left-to-right, one-way model of communication (see figure 3.1). It led to technical 
improvements in message transmission, and it served to bring together scholars from sev-
eral disciplines to the scientific study of communication.  
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.1 Shannon and Weaver (1949), The Mathematical Theory of Communication 
 
 
 Electronic communication usually is linear. But when human communication re-
searchers utilized the Shannon/Weaver model, they did not pay enough attention to 
feedback and noise as components in the communication process. Further, they tended to 
underestimate the subjectivity of communication, that a message usually means something 
quite different to a receiver than it did to the source.  
 During the years after 1949, other communication models were proposed (Osgood 
and others (1957); Westley and MacLean (1957); Berlo (1960)), which are basically simi-
lar to the Shannon/Weaver conceptualisation. Most of these models state that 
communication, more or less, is a 'process' by which an idea is transferred from a source to 
a receiver with the intent to change behaviour. But the limitations of linear models became 
apparent in the application to the study of mass communication (Klapper, 1960) and the 
diffusion of innovation (Rogers, 1962 and 1976a). The main problem with the linear mod-
els of communication stemmed from their basic assumptions about the nature of 
information, how it is transmitted and what we do with it.  
 Rogers and Kincaïd (1981) mainly meet this problem. In the study of human com-
munication, Rogers and Kincaïd (1981) feel that emphasis should be placed upon 
information-exchange relationships, rather than on individuals as the units of analysis. Ac-
cording to them communication is 'a process in which participants create and share 
information with one another to reach a mutual understanding' (see figure 3.2). A model of 
communication is incomplete if it only suggests the analysis of a single participant's under-
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standing of a message. Communication is always a joint occurrence, a mutual process of 
information sharing between two or more persons. This cyclical process involves giving 
meaning to information that is exchanged between two or more individuals as they move 
towards convergence. Convergence is the tendency for two or more individuals to move 
toward one point, or for one individual to move toward another and to unit in a common 
interest or focus (Kincaïd, 1979; in Rogers and Kincaïd, 1981). The description of this cy-
clical process, which ideally ends up in convergence, is closely related to the concept of 
social capital. If two or more people  unit in a common interest or focus they are more will-
ing to treat each other in a preferential way compared to when they did not.  
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.2 Rogers and Kincaïd (1981), The converge model of communication 
 
 
 A theory that has similar elements - as in The Convergence Model of Communica-
tion as perceived by Rogers and Kincaïd (1981) - is the theory of communicative action as 
proposed by Jurgen Habermas (Habermas, 1981; in Van der Schans, 2001). In the commu-
nicative action model, actions are coordinated by communication. Communication - in the 
context of practical problem solving - is about a joint process of interpretation and negotia-
tion by which ends are set and means are chosen. Communicative action presupposes 
actors to realize their goals. In fact, the model of communicative action presupposes three 
worlds: an objective world of states of affairs, a social world of interpersonal relations and 
a subjective world of experiences and aspirations to which the actors themselves have 
privileged access. In the communicative action model, actors are related to each of these 
three worlds (Van der Schans, 2001).  
 Habermas argues that every process of reaching understanding takes place against 
the background of a culturally transmitted pre-understanding, which actors draw from as a 
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source of unproblematic interpretations of reality. To the extent that in a given action situa-
tion a part of this taken for granted stock of knowledge becomes problematic, actors 
engage in a co-operative process of interpretation in an effort to develop a new, less prob-
lematic definition of the situation. This does not mean however that joint processes of (re-) 
interpretation will lead in every case to a stable and unambiguously differentiated new 
definition of the situation. Communicative action is consensus oriented, it is not, or not 
necessarily, consensus based (Van der Schans, 2001).  
 Habermas suggests that 'strategic action' and 'communicative action' can be used both 
to describe the same action under different aspects. The question is if participants in the 
discussion adopt a success-oriented attitude ('strategic action') or one oriented to reaching 
understanding ('communicative action')? This question gives the impression that in case of 
communicative action, actors only have one goal: reach understanding. However, also in 
communicative action, actors strive for their own goal. The difference is that in case of 
communicative action, actors are willing to confer with the intention to tune actions that 
need to be taken (and to finally reach their goals). Actors who act in a strategic way don't 
discuss their own action plans. They try to influence the behaviour of others in a one-way 
direction. Communicative action means that actors influence in a mutual way by using ar-
guments.  
 As was said in the introduction of this chapter, literature about social capital shows a 
rare connection with theories about communication. However, there are some authors who 
illustrate the linkage between social capital and communication. For example, Bourdieu 
(1986) states that interaction is a precondition for the development and maintenance of 
dense social capital. Discussing the development of language, Boland and Tenkase (1995) 
note that 'through action within communities we make and remake both our language and 
our knowledge'. According to these authors, such communities must have space for con-
versation, action and interaction in order for codes and language to develop that facilitate 
the creation of new intellectual (and social) capital. Moreover, Powel (1996) argues that 
cooperation is buttressed by sustained contact, regular dialogue and constant monitoring 
and that without mechanisms and institutions to sustain such conversations, trust does not 
ensue (see also Coleman, 1990; in Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998).  
 Authors who illustrate the link between collaboration, social capital and communica-
tion often mention only the fact that face-to-face communication, regular dialogue, 
decision-making, group facilitation and conflict resolution are important features to finally 
reach a successful collaboration. But in general, they do not discuss how this communica-
tion helps build social capital. In this chapter, we partly meet this lack. We say partly, 
because it is impossible to deeply discuss all communication tactics that lead to better col-
laboration and a certain degree of social capital. However, we want to discuss three 
important ones. Successively, we discuss the method of dialogue (section 3.3), group fa-
cilitation (section 3.4) and conflict handling (section 3.5) in the context of the theories as 
described above.  
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3.3 Dialogue as a method 
 
To further explain the process of successful communication - which will finally buttress 
cooperation - we discuss the dialogue method according to Van Ruler (1999). The starting 
point of the dialogue method is the idea that everything we do originates from an idea or a 
thought in our heads. That can be based on rational analysis, but a thought can equally de-
velop out of pure emotion. Most of what sprouts from our brains is a combination of these 
two, and we can rarely trace how we came to our thoughts. An idea is there, and sometimes 
we do something with it. Then thoughts lead to actions. In routine cases that causes no 
problems. With more important decisions, however, problems may be unavoidable. Any-
one in an organization, who has an idea about something more than a routine issue, will 
usually have to discuss it with some other people. There are two ways of doing this. You 
can try to convince others and win them for your idea. That requires power and good nego-
tiation strategies. In linguistic terms, this is called a 'debate' or a 'discussion'. We can 
compare this with 'strategic action' according to Habermas (1981). But you can also pre-
sent your idea to others and stimulate them to respond in order to improve it. This is the 
dialogue method, which has elements of the theory of communicative action (Habermas, 
1981) in it. According to writers on business management the first approach is more fre-
quently used, whereas the second leads to better results. 
 The roots of the term 'dialogue' go back to classical Greek, in which the word 'dia' 
means 'through' and the word 'logos' means 'word', but also 'meaning'. In the methodology 
described here, the aim is not to reach the truth. The dialogue method is put to a slightly 
different use, namely as a way of creating mutual clarity so that people come to know each 
others' views and ideas on certain subjects, to mutual advantage. Getting at the truth - or to 
use more contemporary vocabulary, the most precise description of the problem - is not the 
aim here. It's all about clarifying people's views and the motives and assumptions underly-
ing them.  
 A good dialogue fulfils seven requirements (see frame 3.1). All seven are of equal 
importance, and a dialogue is as strong as the weakest link in the chain of these seven 
points (Van Ruler, 1999). 
 Seen from the perspective of Habermas (1981), in day-to-day life the possibility of 
communicative action is not always clear from the outset. Communicative rationality re-
quires a willingness (intention rather than overt result) of parties to behave rationally, to be 
prepared to give and take good reasons. Participants engaged in communicative action pre-
suppose, as Habermas argues, a symmetrical relation in which everyone can participate and 
no participant dominates the other participants. The conditions constituting this are: every 
subject with the competence to speak and act is allowed to take part in discussions; every-
one is allowed to question or introduce any assertion, and to express any attitude, desire or 
need; and no participant may be prevented by either internal or external coercion from ex-
ercising the above rights (Habermas, 1993 in Van der Schans, 2001). These conditions are 
comparable with the seven requirements as described in frame three. It might be obvious 
that it is difficult to meet these conditions and requirements. Habermas argues however 
that the possibility of reaching a common understanding is presupposed by actors engaged 
in day-to-day communicative action, otherwise they would not be involved in the process 
of exchanging arguments in the first place. Also Van Ruler (1999) states that the success of 
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the dialogue method stands or falls on the discipline of the participants. An analysis of 
adult meetings shows that conclusions have often been drawn before the talks even begin. 
These conclusions might not be fair, which in the end will have a negative impact on (the 
creation of) social capital.  
 
 
1. Suspending judgement 
Bohm, one of the architects of this methodology in the US, says that a good dialogue is only possible if 
the participants are prepared to take the views, feelings and motives of the other into account, without 
drawing conclusions or passing judgement. Now the hard part here is that nobody is ever a completely 
neutral participant in talks. And this limits the room there is for a totally free exchange and interpretation 
of opinions. People don't after all listen to each other with an open mind, and as soon as evaluative, 
judgmental remarks are made, people go on the defensive. The discussion table becomes an arena, and 
that certainly doesn't promote the free flow of ideas. That's why the methodology requires participants to 
suspend judgement for the duration of the dialogue. They cannot be expected not to have judgements, 
but can be asked to suspend them. This is done by agreeing not to make any evaluative, judgmental 
comments or gestures; only to ask for further explanations or information. A practice round and a strict 
chairperson usually suffice for this. Then it is possible to listen freely to each other. 
 
2. Identifying and suspending one's assumptions 
The requirement to suspend judgement implies not only that the participants make a distinction between 
neutral and evaluative language, but also that they are conscious of their own assumptions. That is more 
difficult than merely making a habit of avoiding certain kinds of comments for certain periods. Many as-
sessments are based, not on thorough, thought-out judgements, but on judgements adopted without much 
thought: assumptions. Assumptions are beliefs, which 'go without saying'; we all have them, and need 
them to make sense of our world and ourselves. So assumptions are useful. If we didn't have any, we'd 
have to stop and think about everything. This method asks participants to do exactly that. The second 
commandment demands that all the participants submit their own assumptions to scrutiny. This doesn't 
mean that they then become neutral participants, but it does mean that everyone is conscious of the 
'truths', which they take for, granted. 
 
3. Listening 
The dialogue method is not so much a method of speaking as a method of listening. Most of us are 
brought up to listen defensively, in order to understand what's expected of us and to be able to make a 
good impression. In dialogue, the aim of listening is to allow yourself to be influenced by the stream of 
words and meanings flowing over you. Listening in the dialogue process is based on the assumption that 
all that people feel, see, hear and perceive is one vision of reality, not necessarily the vision. Truth does-
n't exist, but is seen as a social construction of reality. Every vision is relative and is open to change. 
 
4. Inquiry and reflection 
The aim of inquiry is to find out something we didn't know. That sounds obvious, but the secret of good 
inquiry is not the implementation, but asking the right questions. Asking good questions calls for funda-
mental curiosity and thorough reflection, directed both outwards and inwards, if people are to hold a 
successful dialogue. But time and space to exploit this inclination have to be built into the dialogue proc-
ess. So the methodology requires from the participants an investigative and reflective mentality, and 
from the chairperson an approach which facilitates its expression. 
 
5. Non-verbal communication  
When someone gives two messages at the same time, it is almost always the non-verbal message, which 
is believed to be a reliable guide to the person's views. Non-verbal communication is found in things like 
posture, gestures, facial expression, and even what people have with them, for example their choice of 
clothing. And just as it is important in the dialogue process to seek clarification for a word or expression 
we don't understand, so should we seek clarity on non-verbal messages. The problem is that non-verbal 
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expression occurs on a much less conscious level than the verbal, which makes clarification much more 
difficult. Besides, non-verbal expression is often based on emotions, which ma kes providing clarification 
even more difficult. 
 
6. Conversational guidelines  
To fulfil the conditions of a good dialogue, the right environment is needed. The physical environment 
must be right. It should provide a certain peace. The dialogue should not be disturbed by the details of 
our hectic daily lives. But it's not just a matter of the physical environment. It also means that before the 
dialogue process has begun, clear agreements should be made about the social and emotional environ-
ment participants want to have. A climate must be created in which a good dialogue is possible. This 
means agreements on the following points: 
- the dialogue doesn't have to bring any results other than dialogue itself; 
- everyone will listen without reservations; 
- everyone will respect differences in opinion; 
- differences in status and roles are suspended and should not be brought into play during the dia-
logue; 
- responsibility for the process is shared equally by all participants; 
- whoever has the floor will speak to the whole group and not to one or two me mbers of it; 
- any participant may have the floor when they feel the need, based on their inner listening process; 
- don't talk about the past, but about what is happening today; 
- all participants put their case, which means their reality is theirs: neither more nor less. 
 
 It becomes clear that the dialogue is not a neutral form of communication. Everyone contributes 
whole-heartedly from the standpoint of his or her own, thought-out, opinion.  
 
7. The chairperson 
Strong leadership in the dialogue process is important, especially in groups who are new to this form of 
discussion. The role of the chairperson is many-sided. He or she makes agreements with the participants 
on the topics to be discussed, and the working methods to be used. The chairperson makes sure there is 
the necessary peace, variation and good atmosphere. He is usually also the host. Besides all this, he di-
rects the talks. He holds the participants to the rules of a good dialogue and to their responsibility for it, 
keeps the group discipline up and corrects people if it goes wrong. He doesn't interfere with the content 
of the talks, except when they stray from the subject. But this does not mean he is a completely objective 
outsider. Through his grasp of the process, he also directs the input of the participants. Not what they 
think or what they say, but how others receive it, and only if the chairperson does this well it is possible 
for speakers to really put across their message. These skills also meet the skills of a group facilitator, 
which will be discussed in section 3.4. 
Frame 3.1  Seven requirements for a good dialogue  
Source: Van Ruler (1999). 
 
 
 Communicative action is an effort to reach a common understanding about an action 
situation through reasonable argumentation rather than manipulation or brute force. The 
process of argumentation is however a risky one. In trying to reach understanding parties 
may come to accept each others' grounds for doing or not doing things, they may also find 
more reasons to reject each others' claims. Communicative action therefore does not lead to 
common understanding in each and every action situation. However, a facilitator can play 
an important role in reaching understanding between two parties (see section 3.4).  
 An interesting question in this context and for the conclusion of this section is, 'How 
can a regular dialogue contribute to (the creation of) social capital?' Having a regular dia-
logue might first contribute to an accumulation of the cognitive dimension of social capital 
and secondly to an accumulation of the relational dimension of social capital. In particular, 
 39
scholars have shown that the cognitive and relational dimensions of social capital accumu-
late in network structures where linkages are strong, multidimensional and reciprocal. In a 
dialogue there is a two- or more-way traffic (reciprocity) and by having a dialogue on a 
regular basis, linkages between individuals or parties can become stronger. By having a 
regular dialogue (according to the requirements described in frame 3.1), a shared language 
can be developed or even discovered. This needs further explanation. The dialogue - when 
performed in the right way - gives the opportunity to the participating individuals or parties 
to get to know each other and to understand each other(s problems). This doesn't necessar-
ily mean that those actors need to agree. After all, they can still respect each other and 
feelings of sympathy can grow. The dialogue can serve as a starting point to look for pos-
sible solutions for problems that exist (between participating actors). In the process of 
defining the problem(s) and searching for solution(s), participating actors might develop a 
shared language or vocabulary (in case it was not present yet) which can finally lead to a 
(better) relationship. Through a growing relationship, social capital can be promoted. 
 
 
3.4 Group facilitation 
 
It is often necessary for a collaboration to have a driven and enthusiastic leader who is able 
to keep individuals in the group together and who is able to build trust between different 
parties in a supply chain1. The attitudes and skills of a leader are similar to the attitudes and 
skills of a facilitator. However, a difference between the roles of a leader and a facilitator is 
that a facilitator usually does not concentrate on the content (the subject matter under dis-
cussion) (Vennix, 1996), while the leader of the group does - simply because he or she is 
often part of the collaboration and thus is concerned about the content. The similarity be-
tween a facilitator and a leader is their concentration on the procedure or method (the way 
a problem is tackled) and process (i.e. the way group members interact in a meeting), 
which is of extreme importance. To further explain, the interaction process affects the 
quality of the outcome and thus process may be considered equally critical as the content 
or method (Block, 1981). This means that it is not only important to pay attention to what 
you say or do, but particularly to the way you say or do it (Hackman, 1990). Another im-
portant insight is that the facilitator does not just bring techniques to the process, but also 
him- or herself. The group interaction process is to a large extent determined by the facili-
tator's behaviour, which is in turn a function of his or her skills and attitudes. Vennix 
(1996) discusses a number of important skills and attitudes, which we will summarize be-
low. We remark here, that we use Vennix's insights on the role of a facilitator, but adapt it 
to the role of the leader in the collaboration. 
 
3.4.1 Skills of the facilitator 
 
The skills that Vennix (1996) describes are all related to communication, but he specifies 
them as follows: communication, conflict handling, process structuring, concentration, 
team building, intervention and skills to build consensus and commitment. Vennix dis-
                                                                 
1 This was one of the conclusions at the end of a workshop, which took place on September 25th, 2001, in 
Maastricht (the Netherlands) about collaboration in groups of farmers. 
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cusses each of these in detail, in particular conflict-handling skills. Because of its impor-
tance, we will discuss conflict resolution in a separate section (3.5).  
 When people cooperate, they often face relational and/or business problems during 
the collaboration and then need to make (a) decision(s). In this and in the following section 
we give an overview of the skills a facilitator should have to help persons in a group defin-
ing problems, generating alternatives and making a choice.  
 
Communication skills 
Communication is at the heart of decision-making groups. It is the means through which 
group members exchange their views and whereby groups arrive at a decision. As might be 
expected, communication becomes more important when the problem becomes more com-
plex (Hirokawa, 1990), because viewpoints will be more divergent and more effort is 
necessary to integrate these perspectives to counteract the divergence (Maznevski, 1994). 
 Most of the communication tactics Vennix discusses, which are important in a deci-
sion making process, are comparable with the seven requirements for a dialogue (section 
3.3.). For example, Vennix states that open communication is important and presupposes 
that one must be able to postpone one's judgement. Moreover, he also discusses the issue 
of defensive listening. However, Vennix describes it from the point of view of a facilitator 
and goes further in his analysis. He describes the distinction between defensive and sup-
portive communication. Supportive communication is characterized by description, i.e. 
genuine requests for information as opposed to evaluative statements. It is problem ori-
ented rather than looking for control in discussions, since control produces defensiveness. 
Furthermore, spontaneity rather than strategy, empathy and equality characterize suppor-
tive communication.  
 Vennix concludes that open, supportive communication is a necessary requirement 
for arriving at high quality decisions. Creating a sphere of open communication is one of 
the primary tasks of the group leader. To do this, it is important that the group leader 
stimulates clearance in the discussion by asking questions, regularly checks whether eve-
rybody is still in on the discussion and requires active (or reflective) listening: listening and 
trying to understand what someone means by what he or she says. Jensen and Chilberg 
(1991, in Vennix (1996)) and Rees (1991, in Vennix (1996)) suggest some guidelines, 
which will help in active listening. Some of those are: avoid distractions; use eye contact, 
head nodding and attentive posture to show that you are listening; do not interrupt and 
avoid thinking ahead to what you are going to say. If one is a good listener, he or she will 
almost automatically build some kind of relationship during the discussion. 
 
Group process structuring skills 
Freely interacting groups often perform below their potential (Steiner, 1972; in Vennix, 
1996). Important reasons for this are unequal participation and a discussion that tends to 
degenerate into battles in which winning the discussion is more important than finding the 
best solution. In general, these deficiencies tend to get worse when the group becomes la r-
ger. The larger a group, the more difficult it is to keep on track and to maintain high quality 
communication and a high degree of participation in the discussion. Research indicates 
that, when dealing with larger groups, it is beneficial when a facilitator introduces struc-
tured procedures into the group tasks and into the communication process (Boje and 
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Murnighan, 1982; in Vennix, 1996). As regards the group task, structure can be obtained 
by breaking down the decision making task into a number of smaller sequential steps: iden-
tifying the problem, generating alternatives and making a choice. Of course each of these 
steps can in turn be subdivided into smaller sub steps if required. With regard to the com-
munication process, more structure can be accomplished by breaking up a large group into 
smaller groups. 
 
Concentration skills 
A group leader must be able to fully concentrate on the discussion in the group. In general, 
discussions have the tendency to go off in all kind of directions (Jensen and Chilberg, 
1991). The group leader not only has to ask questions, he or she also has to keep track of 
the flow of the discussion in relation to the original problem. It is not a problem if the dis-
cussion gets off the target every once in a while. But it is the task of the group leader to get 
the discussion back on the track. In order to help the group keep track of the discussion and 
thinking process, it is important to summarize parts of the discussion. In addition, it is im-
portant that every once in a while, the group leader summarizes what the group has done, 
contrast this with the original plan and prepare the next steps in the discussion.  
 
Team building skills 
A team is a special type of group with the following characteristics: in general, teams are 
more cohesive; in teams there is an open, informal atmosphere and in general, there is a 
mutual acceptance and understanding between team members. Although disagreement fre-
quently occurs, members of a team are not uncomfortable with this (Dyer, 1977). As 
opposed to groups, teams have a common goal or mission that they want to accomplish. 
When it comes to team building, the first step for a group leader is to encourage all mem-
bers to participate, i.e. to state their ideas, to ask questions, etcetera. Many meetings are 
characterized by the fact that the 'real' discussions take place outside the actual meeting. 
One reason for this is that in the meeting participants do not get a chance to voice their 
ideas, either because they do not feel safe enough to do so or simply because the group is 
large. In normal group discussions, the larger the group the more skewed the distribution of 
speaking time among participants. This is not necessarily wrong, but it is the task of the 
group leader to continually invite people to participate in the discussion. This means that 
his or her task is to create a safe environment in which people have the feeling that they 
can air their opinions and that these will be given serious consideration. This will in turn 
encourage people to participate.  
 In addition, the group leader has to keep the group focussed on the problem that it 
tackles. This will create a common purpose. In that sense, the group leader also has to take 
care of creating a 'we' feeling. Team building is fostered when 'we' sentences are em-
ployed: do we (rather than you) really understand how this works; did we discuss this 
aspect sufficiently; do we agree on this, etc. 
 
Intervention skills 
Intervention skills generally relate to participation in the discussion by various group 
members. A group leader's effort to promote equal participation among group members 
can be seriously thwarted by so-called problem people in the group. Both Doyle and 
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Straus, and Krueger discuss the issue of problem people. The most difficult persons are the 
dominant talker, the shy participant and the rambler (Krueger, 1988). According to Schein 
(1987) there are four types of intervention tactics, i.e. exploratory, diagnostic, action alter-
native and confronting interventions. Exploratory interventions encourage a person to go 
on talking, to tell more. Diagnostic intervent ions aim at getting the person to think about 
something (e.g. questions like: what goes on in this meeting?). Action alternative interven-
tions focus on questions related to what can be done about something. Finally, confronting 
interventions directly focus on a person's own behaviour. The latter is the most difficult 
and dangerous intervention tactic, because its results can hardly be predicted.  
 
Skills to build consensus and commitment 
An important factor in creating consensus is to give each individual a chance to participate 
in the discussion. Korsgaard, Schweiger and Sapienza (1995, in Vennix, 1996) have dem-
onstrated that in management teams where the leader solicits opinions of group members 
and takes the team members' inputs seriously, commitment with the decision will be cre-
ated even when a person does not agree with the final decision. In general, the more people 
in the group have the feeling that their opinion is heard and considered seriously in the fi-
nal decision making process, the easier consensus and commitment is created. If the group 
leader succeeds in creating a situation in which everyone has the feeling that they had a fair 
chance to voice their opinion, consensus almost automatically materializes during the 
process (see also Senge, 1990). And as Schein (1969, in Vennix, 1996)) has pointed out, 
consensus might be the best way to reach a decision, because it will foster commitment 
with the decision. Since consensus breeds commitment, an important task for a group fa-
cilitator is to test consensus in the group at regular intervals during the group deliberations. 
 
3.4.2 Attitudes of the facilitator 
 
Without the right attitudes, the skills as described in section 3.4.1, will be virtually useless, 
or at least they will be considerably less powerful than when they are embedded in the atti-
tudes as described below. 
 
Helping attitude 
A group facilitator is a person who assists a group in the process of solving a problem or 
making a decision (Hart, 1992). Also the leader of the collaboration (=group) must have 
this helping attitude. If the leader always displays an attitude of knowing things better than 
the others in the group and criticizing others' views, the leader will generate a lot of resis-
tance in the group. When a person in the group has a problem, the best way for a leader to 
help is to take the person and his or her problem seriously. In the long run it proves more 
effective to try first to understand what a person is really saying by asking questions than 
by providing quick solutions. Moreover, the questions and suggestions the leader makes 
are meant to start a joint thinking process with the person or group that has the problem.  
 
Attitude of authenticity and integrity 
It is effective in the long run when the leader in the group shows integrity and is authentic. 
Authenticity implies being yourself and displaying genuineness in interaction with other 
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people. When we take a look to organizations, much of what is going on is not authentic. 
Impression, power games and manipulation leads to lack of trust between people. Many 
people acquiesce in this state of affairs, which is best demonstrated by such a typical ex-
pressions, as 'that is the way it goes'. However, social reality (or for that matter 'the way it 
goes') is the result of our own action. Believing that 'that is the way it goes' implies that we 
will comply in our behaviour and as a result reinforce 'the way it goes'. Changing this state 
of affairs can only be accomplished by changing our own minds and actions, although this 
will take time, since people have to get used to it and respond positively in turn. Authentic-
ity and integrity are important factors in creating a favourable climate in organizations, 
which in turn will augment performance. Related to collaboration, in Vennix's view au-
thenticity and integrity are important factors in building confidence and in creating 
commitment (and confidence) in the group.  
 
Attitude of inquiry 
One of the most powerful interventions for any facilitator or leader is to ask questions. Part 
of the reason for this is that people tend to give answers and air opinions rather than ask 
questions in a group. Vennix describes his personal impression of partic ipants who often 
talk past each other without being aware of it. Frequently, he tells people that he doesn't 
understand what they mean or why they hold a particular opinion and observes that others 
in the group are glad that someone asks. These types of questions, posed by a leader or fa-
cilitator, are thus useful to prevent misunderstandings and to avoid a false feeling of 
agreement and clarity. It often happens that at the end of a meeting people feel that they 
agree, but at the next meeting, when they talk it over again it looks as if they are back at 
the start and did not reach consensus in the previous meeting.  Asking questions to clarify a 
matter could help to prevent these misunderstandings. On the one hand, this creates a pos-
sibility for people to explain their thoughts, while on the other hand it is an effective way 
to scrutinize these thoughts. 
 Asking questions is meant to foster a problem orientation and an attitude of inquiry 
within the group. The more a leader considers what he or she knows to be preliminary and 
subject of scrutiny and discussion, the more the leader displays a learning attitude as op-
posed to a teaching attitude, the more genuine his or her questions will be and the more 
they will foster an inquiry attitude to the group. Focusing on the problem and posing ques-
tions is also helpful to avoid politicking and win- lose fights. In that respect a sense of 
humour will also be very helpful to break the tension when debates might become hostile 
(see also Krueger, 1988). 
 
Attitude of neutrality 
Vennix (1996) describes the importance for the facilitator to be neutral with regard to 
group members. As we mentioned in the first paragraph of this section, the leader of a 
group is not completely neutral, because he is concerned about the content of the discus-
sion. However, the leader of the group should not air his or her personal opinions too 
much, nor should the leader place evaluations on what is said both verbally and non ve r-
bally. This is the same for showing the preferences he or she might have for some people 
or ideas. Instead, the leader must take all participants seriously. Moreover, he or she must 
avoid getting involved in politicking. This type of attitude will help to build trust and 
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commitment within the group. As Hackman (1990) reports, the higher the amount of trust 
between team members, the higher the capacity for learning in the team.  
 At the end of this section, it is again interesting to ask the following question: 'how 
can group facilitation contribute to (the creation of) social capital?'. To answer this ques-
tion, we take a closer look at the role group facilitation can play in creating a feeling of 
commonality in the group. Skills for team building and building consensus and commit-
ment are related to this. For the group leader, it is important to keep the group focussed on 
the purpose of their collaboration. What is the main problem that they have to tackle? By 
creating a 'we' feeling through emphasizing that the partic ipants have a collective problem 
and a collective goal to work on, social capital can be promoted. Besides, feelings of sym-
pathy for each other might grow. Concerning consensus and commitment it is important 
for the group leader to create an atmosphere where every individual feels free to voice his 
or her opinion and gets the feeling that their input is taken seriously. Only by sharing in-
formation about each personal opinion, the group leader and others in the group can 
discover if there is any degree of commonality in the collaboration. The more people have 
in common, the bigger the chance social capital can grow. Furthermore, feelings of obliga-
tion1 to each other might grow, when commitment to the group and the formulated goal 
exists. As a consequence, a potential benefit is for example the growing chance of a service 
of (one of) the group members.  
 
 
3.5 Conflict handling 
 
When people in a group cooperate, the group frequent ly consists of various and opposing 
personalities. Especially when important decisions need to be made, this can lead to diffi-
cult situations. In the literature about small group conflict and conflict management, two 
types of conflict are generally distinguished. One type is affective conflict, also denoted as 
socio-emotional or personal conflict. Affective conflict is rooted in the interpersonal rela-
tions within the group. They concern controversies, which relate to the emotional aspects 
of interpersonal relations. In other words, certain personalities don't match and cannot 
seem to get along easily. In general, affective conflict hinders effective group decision-
making.  
A second type of conflict is substantive or cognitive conflict. Substantive conflict is 
related to the group task and generally involves differences of opinion about the purpose, 
effect and progress or the structure, i.e. methods, division of tasks and power. Differences 
of opinion are a basic aspect of messy problems. Substantive conflict in a group is gener-
ally introduced by opinion deviates (Pendell, 1990). Laboratory studies have revealed that 
in cases where an accepted group member expresses a deviant opinion the number of 
communications directed towards that deviant opinion increase sharply. Evidently, the in-
creased communications towards the deviant is aimed at changing his or her opinion 
towards the group opinion. This tendency becomes stronger when the pressure towards 
group uniformity and group cohesiveness is higher.  
                                                                 
1 See definition of social capital in section 2.2.1. 
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 Research over the last decades has convincingly demonstrated that avoiding conflict 
and seeking premature consensus negatively affects the quality of the decision regardless 
of the type of decision-making task. This does not immediately imply that promoting cog-
nitive conflict in a group will increase the quality of decision-making. Promoting cognitive 
conflict and controversy is only helpful under certain conditions. Promoting controversy 
sometimes leads to higher quality decisions, because disagreement causes a more thorough 
investigation of the problem, more information processing and a consideration of more al-
ternatives. As might be expected, however, the relationship between the number of 
cognitive conflicts and quality of decision is curvilinear in shape. More cognitive conflict 
induces higher quality decisions. Beyond a certain point however, decision quality will de-
teriorate with a further increase in the number of cognitive conflicts (Wall, Galanes and 
Love, 1987). This is illustrated in figure 3.3.  
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.3 Relationship between amount of cognitive conflict and quality of decisions in small groups 
Source: Wall, Galanes and Love (1987). 
 
 
Not only the amount of conflict is of importance. Another important factor, which in-
tervenes between cognitive conflict and decision quality, is the way people respond to 
conflicts. Thomas (1976) developed a two-dimensional model of conflict behaviour. The 
two dimensions are: cooperativeness and assertiveness. Cooperativeness is related to at-
tempts to satisfy the other party's concerns, while assertiveness involves attempts to satisfy 
one's own concerns. Based on these two dimensions the author distinguishes a number of 
types of conflict behaviour. Unassertive behaviour leads to conflict avoidance when a per-
son is uncooperative and to accommodation if the person is cooperative. Highly assertive 
behaviour gives rise to competition (uncooperative mode) or to collaboration (cooperative 
mode). In the middle between all these forms is compromising behaviour which scores in-
termediate on both dimensions (see figure 3.4). 
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Figure 3.4 Two-dimensional model of conflict behaviour 
Source: Thomas (1976). 
 
 
Each of these types of conflict behaviours is appropriate in different circumstances. 
For instance, collaboration is most adequate when one wants to merge insights from people 
with different perspectives. However, the problem is not only that people respond diffe r-
ently to conflict situations, but also that they misperceive their own behaviour. Typically, 
when people have to judge their own behaviour in retrospect of a conflict they tend to view 
themselves as relatively cooperative while the other party is generally seen as competitive. 
Under these circumstances most conflicts will tend to drift towards competition rather than 
collaboration since competitive behaviour breeds competition (Jones, 1977; Kelley and 
Stahelski, 1970). 
In a competitive conflict situation participants strive to surpass one another. People 
perceive themselves as having antagonistic interests and as a result they emphasize the dif-
ferences. There is sphere of suspicion and communication can be hostile and misleading. 
In those situations people's response to the conflict situation can easily become unregulated 
(Pood, 1980), i.e. responses are aimed at injuring or eliminating another party. These un-
regulated responses generally result in a overt power struggle. In a cooperative 
environment, on the other hand, members give priority to the group's goals rather than their 
personal objectives. Conflict is seen as positive and beneficial, there is mutual trust and 
open communication. Here responses to the situation are more regulated. Regulated re-
sponses aim at information sharing and clarifying the nature of the conflict.  
 Finally, Vennix draws the following tentative conclusions. First, substantive conflict 
in-group decision-making is beneficial to promote vigilance and to increase the quality of 
the decision. However, if the group falls prey to personalized conflicts this will deteriorate 
rather than enhance decision quality. The group leader's task will finally be more difficult 
in a heterogeneous group. One helpful guideline in this respect is that emphasizing dive r-
sity in a group will make matters worse rather than better. Exline (1957, in Vennix (1996)) 
for instance, found that irrespective of actual group composition emphasizing congeniality 
in groups, led to higher willingness to work with others in the group and greater satisfac-
tion with the progress of the group. Groups in which congeniality was emphasized 
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achieved more adequate task communication as opposed to groups in which no emphasize 
on congeniality was provided. Secondly, Vennix concludes that promoting cognitive con-
flict is only useful up to a certain point. If confronted with a concurrence-seeking group 
that looks for premature consensus, the group leader might promote disagreement by ask-
ing critical questions. In the end, a group leader has to take care that a sphere of 
cooperation rather than competition is created, because in a cooperative climate cognitive  
conflict will be most beneficial.  
 Handling disagreements and conflicts in the right way is of crucial importance to 
promote or maintain social capital. As is described above, the group leader can play an im-
portant role in this. It is a trick to let people interpret cognitive conflicts positively and 
moreover, let cognitive conflicts experience as a part of a collective learning process. In 
such a learning process, people get to know each other better, which may positively con-
tribute to the relational dimension of social capital.  
 
 
3.6 A further approach of the linkage between communication and social capital 
 
This chapter gives an overview of aspects of communication theory that may be relevant 
for the creation or further development of social capital. In this section, we provide a 
deeper explanation of the linkages we see between communication theory and theory about 
how to build social capital. 
 Like many economic concepts, social capital says little about processes. As the defi-
nition says it is the aggregation of potential benefits, advantages and preferential treatment 
resulting from one person or group's sympathy and sense of obligation toward another per-
son or group. But little is said about how one can create those potential benefits, 
advantages and preferential treatment that result from one person or group's sympathy and 
sense of obligation toward another person or group. This lack can be met by linking social 
capital with theories about communication, because the latter is, in contrast, all about proc-
esses. This research may bring these two together. 
 Which communication issues are especially related to social capital issues? We first 
start with the issue of (patterned) flows of information in a group which is related to ne t-
works. To discuss this, we use the insights from the communication network analysis of 
Rogers and Kincaïd (1981). They state that the essence of much human behaviour is the in-
teraction through which one individual exchanges information with one or more other 
individuals. Any given individual in a certain context is likely to contact certain other ind i-
viduals and to ignore many others (in particular when the context is large in size). As these 
interpersonal communication flows become patterned over time, a 'communication struc-
ture' or network emerges that is relatively stable and predictive of behaviour. As such, a 
communication network consists of interconnected individuals who are linked by patterned 
flows of information. We emphasize that no sharp distinction between source and receiver 
is made. The key is the interconnectedness, the relationship between participants in the 
group or network, each of whom is both, in turn, transmitter and receiver. Finally, these re-
lationships between individuals in the group that originate in communication is the basis of 
social capital. Only through these (patterned) flows of information in the group, can social 
capital exist or be fostered.  
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Second, we mention the issue of mutual understanding which is related to the issue 
of trust. We explain this as follows: trust or distrust always has its foundation somewhere 
in an inner or outward perception. A lot of problems concerning trust arise because we di-
rect on supposed experiences, careless perceptions, interpretations and viewpoints (Bos, 
1997). Stated differently, people need a certain degree of understanding of the other person 
to finally trust that person. We say a certain degree of understanding, because the conver-
gence of each participant's understanding with the other's is never complete, never perfect. 
The codes and concepts that one has available for understanding are learned through ex-
perience (Rogers and Kincaïd, 1981) and the simple fact is that everyone has his own 
experiences. One can only learn about someone else's experiences and know how well 
someone else understands a situation if the other person also shares information, and vice 
versa. By means of several iterations or cycles of information-exchange, two or more par-
ticipants in a communication process may converge toward a more mutual understanding 
of each other's meanings (Rogers and Kincaïd, 1981). So as long as people stay in a con-
versation in which they present their own visions and experiences and as long as people let 
them explore critically by others to finally attain mutual understanding, problems concern-
ing trust can be prevented and social capital can be promoted. This means that trust has to 
be maintained and looked after. Maintenance of trust happens by means of meetings and 
dialogue. The exchange of perceptions and expectations one has from his own actions and 
from the actions of another person plays an important role in the dialogue. When expecta-
tions are not made explicit, and when one does not ask for it, trust will have a blind 
character: there are no common assumptions, there is no common frame of reference and 
there are no common purposes. 'Blind trust' often leads to an extreme reaction to the oppo-
site side: distrust (Bos, 1997). Ultimately, this will also undermine social capital.  
 Third, we mention the issue of signalling which is related to the issue of norms. We 
explain this as follows: a norm exists in a given social setting to the extent that individuals 
usually act in a certain way1 and are often punished when seen not to be acting in this way. 
Norms provide a powerful mechanism for regulating conflict in groups. Moreover, the 
promotion of norms fosters social capital. How can norms be promoted? In fact, the ques-
tion to be considered now is what mechanisms can serve to support a norm that is not or 
only partially established? Axelrod (1997) describes eight of these mechanisms. We dis-
cuss two that are closely related to communication. The first is signalling. There are 
several important implications of the signalling principle for the origin and durability of a 
norm. A norm is likely to originate in a type of behaviour that signals things about ind i-
viduals that will lead others to reward them. For example, if one signals commitment and 
concern through successful (non)verbal communication - which includes the seven com-
mandments of the dialogue - then others may give better treatment to those who act that 
way. The signalling principle helps explain how an 'is' becomes an 'ought'. As more and 
more people use the signal to gain information about others, more and more people will 
adopt the behaviour that leads to being treated well (Axelrod, 1997). The second mecha-
nism is the mechanism of meta-norms, which is described in section 2.3.2. People should 
be vengeful, not only against the violators of the norm, but also against anyone who re-
fuses to punish the defectors. This amounts to establishing a norm that one must punish 
                                                                 
1 The way people usually act is meant positively. 
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those who do not punish a defection. In collaboration, people can think about how to pun-
ish those people who do not punish a defector. The way they choose depends on the social 
capital there is. If you create a stronger punishment for defection, you do not need a meta-
norm. The point is that when norms are made (more) explicit, the chance is bigger that 
people will not defect it that soon, because it is (more) visible for others in the group. This 
can be reached through a successful communication.  
 Especially concerning trust and norms, group facilitation can play an important role. 
Group facilitation can help to attain mutual understanding, which benefits trust between 
individuals. Moreover, group facilitation can provide a way of signalling, by which other 
people might finally change their behaviour.  
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4. Conclusion, discussion and recommendations 
 
 
 
4.1 Conclusion 
 
Chapter two and three contain a lot of information. We present the proposed conceptual 
framework again in which we summarize the content and the conclusions of the former 
two chapters (see figure 4.1).  
 
 
 
Figure 4.1 Proposed conceptual framework of social capital and the linkage with communication 
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The new element in this proposed conceptual framework is the combination of com-
munication and social capital. More specifically, it is the influence that communication can 
have on the development or promotion of social capital. The importance of the new ele-
ment is as follows: by considering communicative elements in social capital theory, there 
are more possibilities for social-economic research: the explanatory value will rise.  
 
 
4.2 Discussion: role of research 
 
In this final chapter, we discuss the application of the theory - as described in chapter two 
and three - in practice. An interesting question concerning application in practice (for a re-
search institute like LEI) is 'what is the role of research in social capital issues?'.  
Research that is related to social capital and communication issues is often action re-
search. This type of research is used to examine real practical problems. Its goal is to 
directly take action when finding a solution for the problems that exist. The research fo-
cuses on the analysis of existing problems and at the same time tries to find real solutions 
to directly overcome them (Foot Whyte et al., 1991 in Van Woerkum et al., 1999). Feed-
back is given to every research moment and forms the starting point for the actors under 
study to decide how to move on. In this type of research, the researcher is still an external 
observant. A special type of action research is participating action research. This is the 
case when researchers and other participants in the project (also the actors under study) co-
operate in every phase. Problems and research questions are formulated together and the 
results are interpreted together. In this type of research, the researcher is not an external 
observer, but a participant of the situation under study. Feedback is given to the results of 
the research, which forms the basis of taking action. This type of research is concerned 
with questions related to a real change of reality.  
 Another remark on the type of research that is related to social capital and communi-
cation issues is that it has little of a deductive character and more of a inductive character. 
Moreover, this type of research is aimed at the actor instead of at the system. In terms of 
research methodology, taking the actor perspective requires a performative attitude of the 
researcher. He or she has to become a participant in communicative processes with the ac-
tors under study to gain insight into their problem definitions, into their motivations behind 
their actions, etc. (comparable with participating action research). The system perspective, 
on the other hand, requires an objective attitude of the researcher. He or she is not trying to 
understand the motives of actors but takes the role of an observer focusing on the conse-
quences of actions, the ways in which these consequences get linked with each other and 
produce an outcome for society as a whole (Van der Schans, 2001). 
 What does the theory as described so far in this section, further mean for the role of 
the researcher? Many times, the attitude of neutrality while doing research is a highly dis-
cussed topic. We described the attitude of neutrality according to Vennix (1996) in section 
3.4.2. Vennix (1996) stresses the importance for the facilitator to be neutral with regard to 
group members. There are two points we wish to make here for the position of the re-
searcher when he or she acts as a facilitator. The first is that as a researcher, it is hard to 
have a neutral position. As such, facilitating people or groups without considering norms 
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and values is difficult. As a researcher, one ultimately wishes to contribute to a certain area 
in society. This means that one operates with certain norms and values in mind, and as a 
consequence has to make choices. Norms and values don't change that easily. Beliefs, 
which form a part of one's values, can change more easily within those values.  
 The second point is that there are special requirements for the researcher in case 
when he or she acts as a facilitator. He or she must not only possess the most obvious skills 
and attitudes a researcher should have (like for example a certain extent of analytical ca-
pacity and the urge to investigate), but also the skills and attitudes as mentioned in sections 
3.4.1 and 3.4.2. A very important skill is the communication skill.  
 
 
4.3 Recommendations  
 
As is said in the foreword of this report: social capital is a relatively new term for LEI. 
That is why - on the one hand - this research has an exploring character. Nevertheless, ul-
timately it is interesting to see what social capital can mean for an organization as LEI. 
This can be investigated from the perspective of the internal organization (communication 
network in the organization, existing norms, trust between employees, etcetera). But this 
can also be investigated from another perspective, namely the relationship between LEI 
and her customers. After all, social capital has a certain value. An interesting question in 
this context is 'can we make social capital operational for LEI and if yes, can and will we 
put it on a balance sheet?'. However, questions like 'what can you actually do with it (in the 
internal organization)?', 'can we measure social capital?' and 'how can we (as LEI) serve 
customers with it?' are hard to answer in this stage of the research. That is why we recom-
mend investigating these questions in further research.  
 The second recommendation is related to the context in which social capital exist. In 
different contexts, different levels of social capital can be optimal - and as such desirable. 
First, an interesting question in this context is how you can determine the difference be-
tween the actual and the desirable level of social capital. A second interesting question is 
what needs to be changed to get to the desirable level of social capital. Empirical research 
can play an important role in answering these questions. Therefore, its role and how one 
can use it best should be further investigated. 
 Our third recommendation is to further investigate the role of collaborative learning 
in the development of social capital. We deeply explored the role of communication in the 
development of social capital, but as literature shows, collaborative learning can play an 
important role as well. As such, it would also be interesting to more deeply explore the role 
of collaborative learning in the development of social capital.  
The fourth recommendation towards a more systematic research program at LEI that 
can make important practical and disciplinary contributions is to include a small, system-
atic social capital component in LEI projects whenever it is appropriate. Using a common 
methodology to measure the presence of social capital and to observe commonly defined 
performance measures in a wide range of settings over time could able to do a 'meta' analy-
sis of the impacts of social capital. This could help answer questions like:  
(i) does the presence of high levels of social capital have a significant impact (positive 
or negative) on the success of collaborative efforts;  
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(ii) under what conditions do high levels of social capital emerge; 
(iii) how does effective communication foster the development and maintenance of social 
capital?  
 
 These are questions of practical importance. Knowing the answer could help LEI to 
be much more effective in much of its work. These are also important questions in a more 
'academic' sphere. LEI can make a real contribution here because it engages in a large 
number of projects. The key challenge here, though, is to design a social capital 'module' 
that can be incorporated into many projects without significantly increasing costs or getting 
in the way of the primary objectives of each ind ividual project. 
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